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SUBJECT:

April 17, 1975

HOUSE APPROVED $7.8 BILLION

APPROPRIATIONS BILL FOR EDUCATION

The House yesterday approved a $7.8 billion appropriations
bill for Education. This is $1.3 billion above President
Ford's request.

What's the President's reaction to the House-passed education
appropriation bill?

GUIDANCE:

In its action yesterday in passing the Appropriations
Bill for Education, the Congress added more than $1.3
Billion to President Ford's budget request in budget
authority. If this bill is enacted, it will increase spending
in the next fiscal year by over $300 million and in the
subsequent fiscal year, it will increase spending by
almost $600 million.

In taking this action, the House failed to accept the
President's budget proposal to reform the impact aid
program and the emergency school aid program.

These reforms were intended to focus federal assistance
in local school districts where the need is greatest.

In addition, the House-passed bill would curtail the
basic education opportunity grant program for assisting
students in need in colleges and universities., Further-
more, the bill as approved by the House would unnccessarily
provide additional federal capital contributions to direct
government loan programs when similar assistan« ¢ 18
already available through federally guaranteed loans
which utilize private capital.
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July 15, 1975

SUBJECT: EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS
BILL OVER BUDGET

+t»is week to vote on final

The House and Senate will meet
The bill is

passage of the Education Appropriations Act.

approximately $1.2 billion over the President's Budget.

Education Appropriations Bill

What's your reaction to the PP
and will the President sign it even though it's considerably
over his proposed Budget?

GUIDANCE: Our indications are that the Education Appropriations
Bill is more than $1 billion over the President's
Budget. We are hopeful that when the House and
Senate vote on this Appreopriations Bill this week
that they will reconsider the Bill and reject these
higher funding levels. We are hopeful that the

Bill will be recommitted.
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July 15, 1975

SUBJECT: EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS
BILL OVER BUDGET

The House and Senate will meet txis week to vote on final
The bill is

passage of the Education Appropriations Act.
approximately $1.2 billion over the President's Budget.

What's your reaction to the Education Appropriations Bill
and will the President sign it even though it's considerably

over his proposed Budget?
Our indications are that the Education Appropriations

GUIDANCE:
Bill is more than $1 billion over the President's
Budget. We are hopeful that when the House and
Senate vote on this Apprepriations Bill this week
that they will reconsider the Bill and reject these
higher funding levels. We are hopeful that the

Bill will be recommitted.
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SUBJECT:

July 23, 1975

EDUCATION BILL (H.R. 5901)
AWAITING PRESIDENT'S
SIGNATURE

Will the President sign H.R. 5901, the Education

Appropriation Act?

GUIDANCE:

As you know, this appropriation is $1.35
billion over the President's budget request.
That is causing a great deal of concern to

the President and his advisors.

In addition, there are provisions for con-
tinuing the impact aid programs in their
present form, whereas we had proposed re-

form of the Impact Aid program. The President
had proposed increasing the amount of funds
~granted directly to students and decreasing
the amounts made available to institutions.
Congress did just the opposite.

Therefore, I think it is safe to say that
there is considerable concern about the
funding levels of the bill, and also concern
about several other provisions of the bill.

The President's advisors are in the final
process of reviewing this legislation and
will be making their recommendations to
the President very soon. The last day for

action is July 30th.
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September 9, 1975

EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS ACT

SUBJECT:
VETO OVERRIDE

On July 25th, President Ford cast his 35th veto, vetoing the

Education Appropriation Act of 1976 (H.R.5901). The cost of

this bill is $7.9 billion, and is approximately $1.5 billion
R R L R ——

over budget.- '
to override the President's veto of

There will be a vote toda
Does the President really

the Education Appropriation Act.

expect to sustain this veto?

o v

GUIDANCE: This bill is $1.5 billion over the President's Februar:
Budget. The mounting Federal deficit for fiscal year
'76 and '77 resulting from this kind of excess, will
be paid for by inflation. And inflation hits the poor
and elderly on fixed incomes most of all. It also hizs
education, too, both the students and the educational

institutions.

As you are well aware, the President, drew his
deficit line earlier this year, at $60 billion.

Failure of Congress to act thus far on the President's
legislative proposals has already breached this line.

Congress, in its April concurrent budget resolution,
drew their deficit line higher, at .8 billion.

This Iine is surely breached substantialIy unTess
Congress, beginning now, takes positive action to
prevent it. Unless Congress takes new efforts at
expenditure control, they will be forced into voting
for even higher deficits in its second concurrent
budget resolution, on which it expects to act by
November 1lst.

This bill not only adds to the deficit for FY '76,
($350 million), but it will boost by over $800 million
in 1977 ($837 million); $125 million in the transiticn

gquarter, and more beyond.

Therefore, sustaining the President's veto on this
bill and taking another hard look at the sound reasons
for that veto--both the $1.5 billion excess over the
President's Budget and programmatic shortcomings--is
not only sound but essential unless we want to gamble
with double digit inflation and its inevitable com-
panion, even worse recession.

(More)
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GUIDANCE:

EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS VETO

Message said,

What provisions of the bill is the President particularly con-
cerned about?

The bill is $479 million over the budget on 1mEact
aid., As the President's
progréﬁ‘TS‘ﬁBTE“BﬁﬁEfﬁ'E'than the Impact Aid Erogram."
‘Sf5ffIHE_WIEH—ﬁgggfaéﬁg—Eigggﬁawer every Chief
Frecutive s recomonded reform o sholition
ofjfmpact—KTdT_‘ThE”iSSUé'i§ﬁ+tﬁmﬁﬁ§E§??EgﬂFederal

schoo istricts wheré™

nrent should ai oca

military or other Federal employees and their

féﬁﬁjjT"756ET?TEEﬁ775§§5E—13}E;Tiﬁﬁé}ﬁii&iiiase_the‘_

schoots—Of Tourse we should. ' The issue is whether

w& SHouTd Keep pouring Federal taxpayers' dollars

1nto school dlstrlcts——lncludlng some of the rlchest
For exgﬂplq,

axes like everyone else.
Maryland——-the richest county in

oca

pay
Montgomery County, Maryland-—tHe Ticl
the country--last year received $7 million even
thoéugh parking lots in the county's local high scheols
éfE_5VEffI6WIH_~§IEH—§EGEEHE—EEE§_EBd the thousands

: ederal employees who =
‘ItVe ifi private housing and pay their taxes.
- e s T

The bill alSoprovides $150 million more than the

President's Budget request for elementary and

secondary education.

In the area of student assistance, the original
request was for $1.6 billion in student JToan funas.
This blll is $368 million above that 368 million above that request
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EDUCATION

PART 4—REMEDIES

§ 1712. Formulating remedies; applicability

In formulating a remedy for a denial of equal educational opportunity
or a denial of the equal protection of the laws, a court, department, or
agency of the United States shail seek or impose only such remedies 2s
are essential to correct particular denials of 2qual educational opportunity
or equal protection of the laws. )
Pub.L. 93-280, Title II, § 213, Aug. 21, 1974, 88 Stat. 5186,

Eflective Date. Section effective on Legislative History. For
and efter sixtieth <&ay after Aug. 2 history and purpose of Pub.L
1974, see section 2(c¢) of Pub.L. 43— 1974 1.8.Cnde Coug. and Adm
set out a&s a note under section 2:1b of
this title. -

7/

§ 1713. Priority of remedies
In formulating a remedy for a denial of equal educational opper
or a denial of the equal protection of the laws, which may involve ¢
ly or indirectly the trapsportation of students, a court, deparime

.agency of the United States shall consider and make specific {indizgs oo

the efficacy in correcting such denial of the following remedies and shall
require implementation of the first of the remedies set out teiow, cor of
the first combination thereof which would remedy such deniali:

(a) assigping students to the schools closest to their places of
residence which provide the appropriate grade level and type of 1
cation . for such students, taking into account school capacities
natural phyvsical barriers;

(b) assigning students to the schools closest to their pla

" residence which provide the appropriate grade level and type i €
cation for such students, taking into aceount only schooi capaz

(¢) permitting students to transfer from a school in which 2
jority of the students are of their race, color, or national origin to a
school in which a minority of the students are of their race, color,
or national origin; cft’.\) BN rap it

(d) the creation or revision of attendance zones or grade siruc-
tures without requiring transportaticn beyond that described in sec-
tion 1714 of this title;

(e) the construction of nrew schools or the closing of inferior
schools; ’

(f) the construction or establishment of magnet schools; or

(g) the development and implementation of an other pian
i3 educationally sound and administratively feasible, subject 12
provisions of sections 1714 and 1715 of this title.

Pub.L. §3-2%0, Title II, § 214, Aug. 21, 1974, 88 Stat. 517.

Effective Date. Section effective oo Legzisiative History.
and efter xtieth ¥ safter Aung. 2 histery and purpose of
1574, see s jon 2{c} of DIub.L. 933 18 v Cong. znd
£ out &s & mol2 under section I24ib
this tjtle.

§ 17i+. Transportation of students—Limitation to school close
next closest to place of students' residence

(a) No court, department, or agency cf the United States shall, pursu-
ant to section 1713 of this title, order the implementation of a p!
would require the transportation of any student to a schootl
the schoel ciosest or nexti closest to his place of residence which
the appropriate grade level and type of education for such stus

r agency of the United £
nortation of any student i
of such stucent or ¢




EDUCATION

Scheol population changes resuliing from population chuanges

(¢) When a court of compeient jurisdiction d mines that a school
system is desegregzated, or that it meets the constituti i i
or that it is a unitary sysiem, or that it has no vestige
and thereafter residential shiiis in population occur i
population changes in any school within such a desecg
tem, no educational agency because of such shnifts shal
apy court, department, Or ageacy of the United-States to
implement any new desegregation plan, or modify or impiement an
fication of the court approved desegres: tion plan, which would
transportation of students to compensate who
in school population so occurring.

Pubd. L. 93—-380, Title IT, § 215, Aug. 21, 1974, §8 Stat. 517.

Effective Date. Sectivn ive nn siativ History. For ley
and after sixtieth day _&: Avz. 2. : prrpase of Puhl.
1974, see section 2{¢) of Pub.L. Ji——dés 3 -3, Coung. and Adm.
set as a note uvunder section 2+1b of
this title.

§ 1713. District lines

In the formulation of remedies under section 1712 or 1713 of tI
the lines drawn by a State, subd iding its territory into separa
districts, shali not be ignored or altered except where it is es
that the lines were ¢rawn for the purpose, and had the efiect, of
ing children among public schools on the basis of race, color, s¢
tional origin.
Pub.L. 63—-380, Title II, § 216, Aug. 21, 1974, §8 Stat. 513, .

+
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Eftective Date. Sectinn effective Legislative Histor ¥or |
and after tieth history and purpose of Pub.l
1974, see L. 43 74 U.S.Code Cong. zand Ad
set out as a note under secti i
this title.

§ 17168. Voluntary adoption of remedies

Nothing in this subchapter prohibits an educational age
posing, adopting, reauniring, or impiementing any plan of
otherwise lawrful, that is at variance with the standards se
subchapter nor shall any court, cdepartment, or agency of t
be prohibited from approving implementation of a plan whic

. what can be required under this subchapter, if such pian is
proposed by the appropriate educational agency. R
Pub.L. 93-380, Title 1i, § 217, Aaug. 21,1974, 88 Stat. 518.

Effective Date. Section effec i Legisiative History, Yor e
and after sixtieth day after s v and purpose of Pub.i.
1974, see section 2(¢) Pub.L. 5 514 [.8.Code Cong. and adm.
set out as a nofe upder <
this title.

§ 1717. Reopening proeeedings

A parent or guarcian of 2 child, or parents or guarcians O
similarly situated, transported to a public school in accorcan
court order, or an educational azency subject to a court ord
segregation plan under titte VI of the Civil Rights 2Act ef 16
on August 21, 1974, and intended to end segregation of st
basis of race, color, or national origin, may seex to reope
in the further implementatica of such court orcder, Ccurren
if the time eor distance of (rovel is so great as to ris
student or signitican:ly impinge om his Or her educational proc
Pub.L. 93380, Title I, § 218, Aug. 21,1974, 835 Stat. 518,

i o

and it
1874, see Y
set ont s a note under
this title.
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§ 1718. Limitation on court orders; termination of orders condition-
ed upon compliance with {ifth and {ourteenth amendments; stateme=nt of
hasis for termination orders; stay of termination ovders

Any court order requiring, directly or indirectly, the transporizti
students for the purpose of remedying a denial cof the equal pr
of the laws may, to the extent of such transportation, be terxi
the court finds the deferdant educational agency has satisfied the
menis of the fifth or fourteenth amendments to the Constitution,
ever is applieadie, and will continue to be in compiiance with i
ments thereof. The court of initial jurisdiction shall state in
the basis for any decision to terminate an order pursuant to th

- and the termination of any erder pursuant to this section sha

pending a final appeal or, in the event no appeal is taken

for any such appeal has expired. No additional order requi 5
cational agerncy to transport studedts for such purpose shail b
unless such agency is found not to have satisfied the requirement
fifth or fourteenth amendments to the Copstitution, whichever Is 2p
cable. .

Pub.L. 83-380, Title II, § 219, Aug. 21, 1974, 88 Stat. 518.

Effective Dsate. Section effective on Lezislative Histery.
and after sixtieth v after Auz., 21, Listory and purpuose
1974, see section 2(c) of Pub.L. 93-380, see 1474+ U.S.Code Cong.
set out as a note under section H1ib of p. —.
this ritle.

PART 5—DEFINITIONS

§ 1720. Definitions
For the purposes of this subchapter—

(a) The term ‘“‘educational agency” means a local educationai a
or a ‘‘State educational agency’’ as defined by section 881(k) of this

{b) The term *“local educational agency” means a loeal educational
agency as defined by section 8§31 (f) of this title.

(c) The term ‘‘segregation’” means the operation of a schoct system
in which students are wholly or substantially separated among te schoois
of an educational ageney on the basis of race, color, sex, or nationai erigin
or within a school on the basis of race, color, or national origin.

(d) The term ‘‘desegregation’” means desegregation as defined b
tion 2000c(b) of Title 42.

(e) An educational agency shall be deemed to transport a
any part of the cost of such student’s transportation is pai
agency.

Pub.L. 93-380, Title I, § 221, Aug. 21, 1974, 88 Stat. 518.
Effective TDate, Efection efiective on Jegisintive History.
end after jeth day after Aumz. 21, history and purp of
1u74, see 2¢(¢; of Publ. $3-380, 3

set out as note under zect 241h of
this title.

PART 6 MiCELLANEQUS PROVISIONS

§ 1721, Separability of prowisions

If any provision cf this subrhapter or of any amendment ma
subehapter, or the applicatipm of any such provision to zn¥
circumstance, is held invaiid, the remainder of the provision
chapter and of the amendments made by this subchanter a
cation of such provision (¢ eiher persons or circumstzances
affected thereby.
Pub.L., 93-380, Title 1I, § 2235, Auvg. 21, 1974, 88 Stat. 519,

Effeetive Ilate. Sectinn  effesrti;ve  on Legislative
amd  after sixtieth day after Axg. 21, history aud purp

1974, see sectinn 2(c) of Pub L. Y3380, 1974 [LR.Code Cong. and Adm
set .out as a note under section Iilb of
this title.

57 U.S.CA
75 8
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September 16, 1975

EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID FOR

SUBJECT:
BOSTON AND LOUISVILLE

In the President's press conference today, he said Boston had

already received funds to assist them in desegregating, and
Many questions have arisen as
The

he thought Louisville had also. :
to the amount of money given to Boston and Louisville.

following should answer this.

Under the Emergency School Aid program, $215 million is

available for supplies and services in schools which are
Of this amount, the following has been

desegregating,
allocated:
$4,956,000

Boston
$1,258,000

Louisville
Not to be confused with the Emergency School Aid program is
Title I of

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
this Act provides $1.9 billion to school districts based on
This money

the number of low income children in the area.
is also used for supplies and services.




"QUAILITY EDUCATION"

Q. You have said that you favor a ""quality" education for all
Americans. How do you propose to achieve this for children
of ghetto areas without busing and without reverting to the
unconsitutional system of seperate but equal schools?

A. We are dealing here with two seperate concepts.

First, I am dedicated to the constitutional principle of

desegregated schools. And we are looking for ways less
disruptive than busing to achieve this constitutional imperative.

Second, I also believe that every American child is
entitled to a good education. But a good education is not

easily achieved. In fact, recent studies have raised questions

about many of the factors we once considered enough --
and so forth. I have, therefore,

money, smaller classes,
asked the appropriate people in my administration to look

into this subject and to make recommendations.

PB/BK/DL/RG/DP/IBS/10-16-75
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BUSING

) A
Q. Do you favor a constitutional amendment to prohibit
busing of school children to remedy the effects of past

discrimination?

A. As I have stated in the past, I do not favor a constitutional

amendment for that purpose.

But I am always willing to listen to the opinions of

others and will be meeting soon with Sen. John Tower,
who does favor such an amendment, to hear his views.

PB/BK/RG/DP? IBS/10-16-75
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 10, 1976

FROM:

SUBJECT:

The attached Question and Answer Briefing Book has been
prepared for the Presidefit's interview tomorrow morning
with the president of tqﬁ National Education Association.
/I
The questions were subm/tted in advance. They are being
asked of all the Presidpential candidates. They will be
asked, I'm told in numgrical order. The NEA asked for
an hour. We gave themj/a half-hour, but the President
could extend the time %or a few additional questions,

if he desires. y

The taped interview will be shown at the NEA convention
in three weeks, as wifll similar interviews with other

candidates.

In your discussion w‘th the President prior to the
interview you should suggest he make the following

points:

1. That he remembers well the meeting
he had with|{ the NEA Board on May 2,
1975. (A py of his remarks is

attached.)

To call NEA members TEACHERS, not
educators. \They are very sensitive
on this point.
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To put a positive gpin on his replies. Our
position is oftenjfat variance with the goals

of NEA official pblicy (but perhaps not at
variance with th¢ views of all their members.)
In his answers, /the President should indicate
he is in sympathy with NEA's goals, but that
limitations in /money or areas government should
legitimately epter often preclude providing us
exactly the support the question seems to demand.
I think the Q& A's submitted point in that
direction, but a reminder to the President

may be helpfu].

!
If asked about busingj the President should say as little as
possible. The tape wﬁll not be shown for three weeks. If
not that hisjadministration is looking into busing,

pressed,
and note that he undogbtedly will have specific recommenda-

tions by the time the{tape is shown.
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FOR THE PRESIDENT

JELLZCOPY TO ROM NESSEN PAUL OTNEILL

8UAJERTE RISHER EnuUlATION
THE PRESINENT RELIEVES THAT N0 STUDENT SHOULD BE DENIED
AuC“° TE A PASTw=EZCONDARY rnnra11n~ BECAUSE nF FINANCIAL
‘1T BREATEST FINANCIAL NEES SHAULO RECEIVE
FEvER ABE ¢HMOKE NEED IS NOT AS GREAT, BUT STILL
81 I rﬁx T, 50 E AINED I THEIR EFFORTS TO BOKRROA FUNDS TO
=EET TARE LOSTE . HIGHER ERUCaTION,
RT OF GR&MTS AND LOANS REFLECTS HIS

CATID% AID SHOULD BE FOOUSED ON INDIVIDUALS

I¥ THIS WAY THE STUYE:NTm=THE CONSUMER
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ATHE I l‘j x
L TnE ER ACCESS~=CAN EXZRCISE INDIVIDUAL CHOICE ON
G818 10 OF EDUCATION HE 4ANTS,

7

IV PY 77 Trf PRESINENT HAS MADE BUNDBET REMIESTS TOTALING
$1,37% “IILTG* FUI THE BASIC EQUCATIONAL DPPBRTQNlTY
GﬁA T PRYARAY, THE PROGRAM 18 EXPECTEZD TO SERVE 1,3 MILLION
NEZDY STUDEANTS, THE PRESINEXT HAS CONMITYED THE ADMINSTRATION
Ta Foll, Fosnlng GF THIS PROGRAY IF ITS STRUCTURE 18 NOT
ALTEHEDY BY CHGRESS,

77 ANHIXISTRATION ACTION IS AS FOLLDNSS

i LEVEL uF 844 MILLION FOR THE STATE STUDENT
GAMT PROBRAM, THIS IS THE SAME FIBURE QOMBRESS

FOR LOAHS HADE U-DER Tp:
SRA‘, THIS IS IN LINE wITH
SO NAREES RESZNTS QVER 8% 8SYLLION TN
NOH K kR ok ko w k ko ok x ®NHER COMMENT how W oW ok R Rk Nk N W kR
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LOAUS puRIxS ThaE 735=77 ACADENIC YEAR TO APPROXIMATELY
§ AILLTG STUNE TS ,
=325 STLLIUY FOX THE COLLEGE »DRX=STUDY PROGRAN, CUNGRESS
F ooy LEVEL IS 3424 nILLION,
==5417 SMILLIOY P THAE DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS PROGRAM.
(CVE< HALF SUZS T2 WISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGES), THIS IN
; MINGREISIONAL LEVEL, :
s FOR SPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR THE DISADVANTAGED, THE
76 NIATI’w vAS $7:4,3 NILLION ANO COMGRESS CAY BE EXPECTED
T bPT 02 INCREASE THAT FIGURE FOR FY 77,
==P30PAREY ELININATION OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATION
CPPURTLUSITY B3AST PRUGRAY, CONGRESS, HOWEVER, wIlL CONTINUE
AT LE8Y AT FY 76 FUNDING LEVEL OF $243 NMILLIOM,
=0 NEN CAPITAL CH‘TRIRJTI”'S FOR THE NATIOMAL DIRECT STUDENT
LOAs 9RIERA4, CONBRISES WILL CONTINUE AT LEASY FY 76
FUNDISG LEVSL OF 5332 MILLION,
~=ELINI<ATION OF ThE VETERAS COST OF INSTRUCTION PROGRAM,
CNGRESS WILL CONTIVUE THIS PROGRAN AT ARQUND THE FY 78 FUNDING

LEVEL oF $23,7 ~ILLlow,

Iv FY 78 THAE PRESIOENT REQUESTED $17,.5 MILLION FOR THE FUND

Finr I14PRUVECENT QF PCSTSECPVDARY EQUCATION WHILE THE CONGRESS
ARPACDGYAT 313.5 ATLLYION, Iv FY 706 TAE PRESIDENT REQUEST 316 4
*IL'Tﬁ— F T=E SATIONAL CE“T’R FCR EDUCATICY STATISTICS WHILE
APPR PRIATED §13 <ILLTUN, In FY 726 THE PRESINENT
ﬁILL s FPQ Tﬁt JHTIQ AL I\aTIT”T* GF ENLCATION

SILITY OF THE NATIONAL SCIEWCE FOUNDATION
2 SUPPCRT OF BASIC RESEARCH, TAE LARSE MAJARITY OF THE
XE “ADE T0 SCIENTISTS AND ENGINEERS AT COLLEGES ARD
S, THE FY 76 BUDGET FOR NSF 4AS 3732 WILLION, AND THE
(MENDING AN 11 PERCENT INCREASE Id FY 77 TO

THE ASMINSTRATION HAS SOUGHT TERMINATION QF GI BILL
REUEFTTS FU? NE« ESTRANTS INTO THE ALL VOLUNTEER
0 FARCES, UNDER THE GI BILL 1% FY 76 33,394 BILLION IV
: T8 FL”AEL TO EDUCATINNAL INDTI[UTID%S, PRISARILY COLLEGES
'*VP?STTIcﬁ, Tri€ ADMINISTRATION'!S PROPOSED IS8 NOT LIKED I

ENHCATION ChundoITY,

3
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Fact Sheet on Title IX Regulations

i
Y

1. Statute: Title IX of the ducation’Amendments of 1972 (20 U.S. C.
sections 1681 et seq.) provides that...

» + No person in the United States shall, on the basis of sex,
be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits
of, or be subjected to discrimination under any education
program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance....

Regulation Process:

Proposed Regulation: HEW published in Federal Register a
proposed regulation on June 20, 1974 for comment. More than
9,700 comments were received from institutions, associations,
professionals, women's groups, coaches, students, and parents.
The comment period closed October 15, 1974,

Congressional Review: The Education Amendments of 1974 (Section
509(2)(2) of P. L. 93-380) require regulations of this nature to be
submitted to Congress for 45 days. Pending determination of

the constitutionality of the Congressional review of regulation,

the President upon final approval would submit under protest the
Title IX regulations for Congressional review for the 45 day period.

The HEW Regulation: On February 28, Secretary Weinberger
signed Final Title IX Regulation and transmitted them to the
President for his final review, The HEW regulation contains
125 pages of text and explanation.

Timing: There can be no projected date for the Presidential response.
The White House is endeavoring to analyze the regulation as expedi-
tiously as possible. The proposed effective date of the regulation

is July 1, 1975.

LT
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1d assert the Department into nearly
ion and the operations there of,

The Department outlines the major issues as the following:

Physicél Education classes and Sex Education '

Domestic Scholarships and Financial Assista;.ri;:é' )
Foreign Scholarship

Exemption of Private Undergr\é.duate Professional SEhoolé’
Pension Benefits

Discrimination in Athletic

Athletics

Pre sident's Role:
—-Fslgent s nole

The reason the President is reviewing the regulation is that
statute requires his approval of the final. 1In the coming weeks

the President will make an exhaustive review of the problems posed
by Title IX. His objectives will be to meet the legal requirements
of the statute while considering practical needs of those affected

by the regulations.

The regulations are not for public release. At this time, the
transmission by HEW to the White House institutes an interagency
exercise which is exempted under Section B{5} of the Freedom of
Information Act,






